Extant literature indicates that individual perceptions of collective efficacy and incivilities are important in explaining fear of crime. Using field interviews with a sample of residents from four neighborhoods within Miami-Dade County, the current study examines the degree to which perceptions of incivilities mediates the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime. In the combined sample, results indicate that perceptions of collective efficacy perfectly mediates the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime. However, results from considering each neighborhood separately suggests substantial heterogeneity in the social processes that govern fear of crime. In one neighborhood, there is evidence for perfect mediation. In the second neighborhood there is evidence for partial mediation. In the third neighborhood, only perceptions of incivilities is an important predictor of fear of crime. Finally, in the fourth neighborhood, neither collective efficacy nor perceptions of incivilities predict fear of crime. These results suggest that ignoring the context within neighborhoods may lead to oversimplification of the processes at work. Implications for future research and policy are discussed.
INTRODUCTION
There is a well-established connection between neighborhood conditions and well known deleterious conditions including serious violent crime (Bursik & Grasmik, 1993; Messner & Tardiff, 1986; Sampson &Groves, 1989) , gang membership (Hill, Howell, Hawkins, & BattinPearson, 1999 ), school problems (Kirk, 2009; McCluskey, Patchin, & Bynum, 2004) , and fear of crime (Wyant, 2008) . Neighborhoods play important roles in lives of those that live, work, and socialize in their boundaries. They are one of several "zones" of influence that shape individuals' sense the world beyond their immediate selves and family units. Neighborhoods create the physical and social context for interactions among neighborhood residents that help shape notions of "community" and individuals perceptions of their wider social space.
In order to identify the mechanisms that both inhibit the development of negative neighborhood conditions and promote healthier communities, considerable attention has been given to the concept of collective efficacy. For decades scholars have noted that communities differ in their capacity to create and enforce normative levels of pro-social behavior (see Kornhauser, 1978; Bursik, 1988; Warner, 2007) . Networks of informal social control are central to establishing value systems that are reflective of prevailing social norms. Collective efficacy eventually emerged as the central process whereby community members create a sense of agency (see Sampson, et al. 1997 ) and assume ownership for the state of the community. It is one of several forms of formal and informal social control that predicts the overall functioning of a community (Warner, 2007) . The purpose of this research is to understand the relationships among the perceptions of physical disorder (incivilities), collective efficacy, and fear of crime.
COLLECTIVE EFFICACY, INCIVILITIES, AND FEAR OF CRIME
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The concept of collective efficacy emerged out of the social disorganization literature. It represents the capacity of residents, organizations, and other groups to exert social control and thereby reduce crime and violence. Sampson argues that collective efficacy includes working trust among residents and the willingness to intervene to achieve social control. Neighborhood collective efficacy "captures the link between cohesion, especially working trust, and shared expectations for action…" The promise of collective efficacy theory is "that it reaffirms the importance of thinking about social ways to approach social problems" (Sampson, 2004) .
Collective efficacy has important implications for how neighborhoods are informally managed by residents. Research shows that neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy generally experience lower levels of violence (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997) .
Within this model, social control is produced through modalities of intervention into problems by neighborhood occupants. In the most explicit sense, collective efficacy is expected to result in "direct" intervention to ameliorate problems. Warner (2007) , for example, argues direct informal social control is when individuals take personal action to address an issue, and indirect informal social control is when third parties (e.g., governmental authorities) are mobilized by residents.
More recent research suggests that collective efficacy works through other pathways, such as informal parenting styles, to create pro-social norms. Simons, Simons, Burt, Brody, and Cutrona (2005) suggest that increasing levels of collective efficacy in a neighborhood produces increases in authoritative parenting (see Baumrind, 1967) . Both collective efficacy and authoritative parenting together in turn serve a deterrent function to discourage delinquent behavior in young people. Thus, the research suggests that features of neighborhoods, collective efficacy in particular, have important influences on neighborhood crime and disorder levels.
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The role of collective efficacy in promoting safe, healthy community conditions is worth considering for several reasons. As Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush (2001: 519) noted, "Neighborhoods bereft of social capital (e.g., interlocking social networks) are less able to realize common values and maintain the informal social control that foster safety." Collective efficacy is an important neighborhood-level process that functions as an intermediary between neighborhood conditions and disorder. For decades, scholars have attempted to understand the processes whereby some neighborhoods with high levels of economic disenfranchised were able to somehow promote pro-social values and control disorderly behavior. That is, not all poor and impoverished communities suffered the same levels of crime and disorder. Wilson (1996) posited that many residents of poor communities were involved in tightly interconnected social networks that functioned as protective factors against crime and disorder. These social networks were argued to be critical in not only promoting pro-social values, but preventing serious violence. Research lends support for the conclusion that collective efficacy is a key social process in the production of violence. Neighborhoods with low collective efficacy, for example, experience significantly higher levels of crime, particularly serious violent crime such as homicide (Morenoff, et al, 2001) . Thus, it is important to understand the sources of collective efficacy and the protective role it plays, particularly in at-risk communities.
One way that collective efficacy is linked to crime is through incivilities. Incivilities represent the presence of physical and/or social disorder that have a noxious effect on the condition of neighborhood environments. Incivilities such as unattended physical environments and the regular presence of groups of unruly and disruptive youth can escalate the deterioration of neighborhoods and leads to crime (see Kelling & Coles, 1996) . The presence of incivilities has been shown to reduce individuals' sense of satisfaction with their neighborhoods and also 7 increase fear of crime. Robinson, Lawton, Taylor, and Perkins (2003) , for example, reported a lagged effect to perceived incivilities whereby perceived incivilities result in an increase in vulnerability, fear of crime, and decrease in overall levels of neighborhood satisfaction. Yet as Robinson et al. (2003) suggest, this relationship may very well be recursive where fear of crime also changes perceptions of incivilities. Regardless, this relationship appears consistently strong in urban areas. Reisig and Cancino (2004) also confirm the relationship exists in areas other than highly urbanized communities. Their research shows that even in relatively rural, nonmetropolitan areas, there is a significant negative relationship between perceived incivilities and collective efficacy. That is, net of other structural control variables, collective efficacy and incivilities were negatively associated. These relationships have been largely replicated by Wyant (2008) who found perceived incivilities to be a consistently significant and positive predictor of fear of crime. Wyant (2008) also found that while actual incivilities, measured through systematic social observations of social spaces, was also a significant predictor of fear, its impact all but disappeared when crime measures were included in the model. Thus, it is likely that perceptions of incivilities are a stronger predictor of fear of crime than actual incivilities.
There is a growing body of evidence that neighborhood conditions such as incivilities have both a direct and indirect effect on negative outcomes such as fear of crime. Using structural equation modeling, Gibson, Zhao, Lovrich, and Gaffney (2002) reported that perceived incivilities had both a direct, positive effect on fear of crime, but that the relationship was also mitigated to some degree through collective efficacy. Thus, the effects of incivilities can be reduced in communities with higher levels of informal social control. Gibson et al's (2002) findings were consistent across three different cities.
While the Gibson et al. (2002) study demonstrates the linkages between collective efficacy, incivilities, and fear of crime, the study did not consider whether these relationships vary within communities. As Oberwittler and Wikström (2009) suggest, there is substantial variability in collective efficacy in units of analysis smaller than a neighborhood. If there is additional within neighborhood variability, it is possible that the relationships between collective efficacy, perceptions of incivilities, and fear of crime differ between neighborhoods. The purpose of the current research is to add to the existing body of literature that considers the relationships between incivilities, collective efficacy and fear of crime. Specifically, this research uses surveys of a representative sample of neighborhood residents collected from four neighborhoods in Miami-Dade County, Florida to examine whether the relationships between collective efficacy, incivilities, and fear of crime differ between these neighborhoods.
METHODS
Study Location
The data used in this research comes from a larger study that examines the relationship dynamics and as such, it represents the key dependent variable in the current analysis. Fear of crime was measured using five Likert items that asked respondents how much they fear being the victim of a burglary, having items stolen from outside their home, being the victim of a robbery, being the victim of an assault, or having people involve their family members in selling drugs.
Response categories ranged from 1 = "Not worried" to 3 = "Very worried." Results indicated that this measure had high internal consistency (α =.905) and principal axis factor analysis suggested a single factor solution. The final measure was created using the principal axis factor analysis solution and higher values indicated higher levels of fear.
Perceptions of Incivilities.
As discussed in the literature review, there have been a number of studies which identified a link between neighborhood disorder/incivilities and fear of crime. Drawing from this research, resident perceptions of incivilities is one of variables of the most substantive interest in these analyses. Importantly, this measure is perceptual and it relied on the validity of respondent perceptions of disorder and incivilities in their neighborhood. -Studies suggest that these measures are valid (see Worrall, 2007; Armstrong and Katz, 2009 ).
This measure was constructed from a series of fourteen Likert items that asked residents about 12 neighborhood problems spanning a range from minor to serious problems. Collective Efficacy. The final main variable used in these analyses is collective efficacy.
As discussed in the literature review, collective efficacy has become a central concept in understanding neighborhood processes. The measure of collective efficacy is an extension of the measure used in the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods project (Sampson et al., 1997) , which is commonly used in neighborhood studies. This extended measure included the original 10 items used by Sampson et al. (1997) as well as additional measures designed to assess the components of collective efficacy. In total, this measure consists of 29 Likert items across three dimensions: willingness to intervene (12 items), social cohesion (11 items), and the capacity of social control (six items).
3
Results indicated that our expanded 2 The specific items used to measure Perception of Incivilities includes the following: 1) dirty/unkempt buildings or lots, 2) vacant or abandoned lots, 3) neighbors making too much noise, 4) homeless loitering, 5) vandalism, 6) public drug or alcohol use, 7) theft or vandalism to vehicles, 8) graffiti, 9) drug dealing, 10) groups of young people hanging out/around, 11) physical assaults of people on the street, 12) gangs or similar criminal activities, 13) gun shots/gun violence, and 14) truancy. 3 The measures of the three components of collective efficacy were as follows. Willingness to Intervene: 1) Someone trying to break in a house, 2) Illegally parking on the street, 3) suspicious people hanging around the neighborhood, 4) People having a loud argument in the street, 5) group of underage kids drinking, 6) children spray painting graffiti on a local building, 7) fight and someone was getting beaten or threatened, 8) child showing disrespect to an adult, 9) group of children skipping school and hanging out on the corner, 10) someone on the block playing loud music, 11) someone on the block firing a gun, 12) drugs being sold on the block. Social Cohesion: 1) neighborhood is a good area to raise children, 2) people who live in the neighborhood are generally friendly, 3) happy to live in the neighborhood, 4) people around here take care of each other, 5) people in the neighborhood can be trusted, 6) people around here willing to help neighbors, 7) this is a close-knit neighborhood, 8) people in the neighborhood generally don't get along (reverse coded), 9) people in the neighborhood don't share the same values (reverse coded), 10) regularly stop and talk with people in the neighborhood, 11) know the names of people in the neighborhood. Capacity of Social Control: 1) serious pothole that needed repairs, 2) people dumping large trash items in local park or alleyway, 3) vacant house being used for drug dealing, 4) city planning to cut funding for a local community center, 5) prostitutes soliciting clients, 6) city planning to close fire station closest to your home. measure had high internal consistency (α = .918). While a principal axis factor analysis suggested a two factor solution, in order to remain consistent with Sampson et al. (1997) , a single factor solution was retained. The final measure was created using the principal axis factor analysis solution and higher values indicate greater perceptions of collective efficacy.
Control Variables. A number of control variables were included in the analyses. Sex was a dichotomous variable with males as the reference category. As indicated in Table 1 Additional control variables that are important in neighborhood studies were also included in the analyses. Social disorganization theory suggests that residential instability curtails the development of social networks that are critical to the capacity of neighborhood residents to exercise social control (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993) . Residence length was operationalized as the number of months our respondents reported living at their current address.
The mean residence length of our sample was 75.0 months. Home ownership was also included in the analysis as prior research suggests greater home owners experience greater permanence in 14 residence and a larger financial stake in the well-being of the neighborhood (Felson, 1998) .
Approximately 46.9 percent of respondents reported being homeowners with the remainder renters or individuals with other living situations. Social disorganization theory also suggests that economic disadvantage is associated with reduced capacity to exercise social control (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993 ). In the current study, economic disadvantage was operationalized as one or more members of a household participating in income assistance programs. This measure was a dichotomous indicator with the reference category of not participating in these programs. In the current sample, 40.5 percent of respondents reported that one or more members of their household participated in an income assistance program.
Satisfaction with the police is an important control variable in the current analyses as it is possible that the level of perceived incivilities by residents may be a function of the level of frustration toward the police to address serious neighborhood problems. For example, Varano, Schafer, Cancino and Swatt (2009) found that police were less responsive to crime, property crime particular, that occurred in higher poverty neighborhoods. Police satisfaction was measured using a single Likert item inquiring about the current level of satisfaction with the police. Responses ranged from 1 = "Very dissatisfied" to 5 = "Very satisfied." The level of police satisfaction in both neighborhoods was rather high, as the average of this item was 3.94.
The analyses also included a variable that measures the extent to which respondents utilized particular neighborhood resources such as parks and community centers. While there is little prior research on this measure, it is anticipated that residents who frequent neighborhood establishments and more frequently utilize neighborhood resources will have a larger awareness space (e.g., Brantingham & Brantingham, 2004) and may be more apt to perceive neighborhood incivilities. In contrast, it is also possible that these individuals will also have an increased likelihood of encountering other neighborhood residents, which should foster a larger and denser social network. Hence, these individuals may have higher perceptions of collective efficacy. A seven Likert item scale asked respondents how often they use specific facilities in the neighborhood (libraries, churches, parks, community centers, grocery stores, medical services, and public transportation). The response categories ranged from 1 = "Never" to 4 = "Often."
These items were averaged to provide a composite measure of the use of neighborhood resources, with an average of 2.35 across neighborhoods. Finally, seeing that there are likely other important unmeasured neighborhood dynamics that could lead to differences between the neighborhoods a series of control variables for neighborhood (Brownsville is left out as the reference category) were used in models that pooled subjects across neighborhoods.
Plan of Analysis
Initial descriptive statistics were used to provide an initial description of the combined sample and to assess the distribution of key variables within each neighborhood. Bivariate correlations were also examined as a preliminary step to provide information regarding the relationship between key variables and controls. 4 The analysis strategy followed the procedures illustrated by Baron and Kenney (1986) for assessing the existence of mediating relationships.
Since the dependent variables in these models were all produced using factor analysis and the skewness statistics for all variables were well within acceptable limits, they were treated as continuous variables and a series of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression models were used to investigate potential mediating mechanisms. These regressions were conducted on first the combined sample and then on the sample for each neighborhood separately. Table 1 [Insert Table 1 about here]
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
Bivariate Correlations
The results from the bivariate correlations are presented in Table 2 . Consistent with theoretical expectations, we find that perception of incivilities carried a significant positive relationship with fear of crime (r = .325). Similarly, collective efficacy demonstrated a statistically significant positive correlation with fear of crime (r = -.169). In addition to these two variables; both race/ethnicity variables, both education variables, home ownership, use of neighborhood resources, and income assistance demonstrated significant (p<.05) relationships with fear of crime. Collective efficacy carried a statistically significant negative relationship with the perception of incivilities (r = -.349). In addition, Hispanics and residents who used more community resources perceived higher levels of incivilities, while homeowners perceived lower levels of incivilities. In addition to fear of crime and perception of incivilities, the only variables with significant relationships with collective efficacy were home ownership, satisfaction with the police, and income assistance.
[Insert Table 2 about here]
Multiple Regression Models
The first multivariate models examined the relationship between control variables and collective efficacy. The results for the full sample model are presented in Table 3 . The full model was significant, but only explained 5.3 percent of the variance in collective efficacy. This suggests that a substantial amount of the variance in collective efficacy remained unexplained.
Satisfaction with the police carried a significant relationship with collective efficacy, which suggests that residents who reported more satisfaction with police had higher perceptions of collective efficacy. Finally, the neighborhood control variable for Bunche Park was significant.
Interestingly, the within neighborhood models, presented in Table 3 , suggested heterogeneity in these relationships between neighborhoods.
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For Bunche Park and Seminole Wayside Park, the models were not significant, explained very little variance, and no variables 5 In order to examine whether these coefficients were similar across groups, tests for the invariance of parameters across groups were used by specifying a structural equation model corresponding to the final regression models (see StataCorp, 2010) . These tests indicate that the coefficients for employment and home ownership varied between neighborhoods.
were statistically significant. For Brownsville and Seminole Wayside Park, however, the models were significant and explained a larger percent of the variance in collective efficacy (22.3 and 18.8 percent respectively). Satisfaction with police had a statistically significant relationship in both models, and in both neighborhoods, higher satisfaction with the police was associated with higher collective efficacy. Additionally, home ownership and income assistance were both significant in the model for East Little Havana. Specifically, in East Little Havana, homeowners and respondents using income assistance reported lower levels of collective efficacy.
[Insert Table 3 about here] Table 4 [Insert Table 4 about here] Table 5 presents the final regression models with fear of crime regressed on collective efficacy, perceived incivilities, and the control variables. Model 1 presents regression models where perception of incivilities was excluded from the model, and Model 2 presents models where perception of incivilities was included.
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In the full model, perceptions of incivilities perfectly mediated the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime, as the 7 In results not presented, additional models examined whether perception of incivilities was mediated by collective efficacy, but found little evidence to support this relationship. These results can be provided upon request to the first author. While this would seem to contrast the results found by Gibson et al. (2002) , it does not appear that alternative model specifications where incivilities mediates collective efficacy were considered in their results. Based on the relationships between their variables, this alternative specification of the model may be consistent with their results. 20 coefficient of collective efficacy was significant in Model 1 but was not significant in Model 2.
The final model explained 43.2 percent of the variance in fear of crime. In addition to perceptions of incivilities, several additional variables carried statistically significant coefficients with fear of crime. Having a college education was associated with significantly greater fear of crime. Owning a home was associated with significantly lower fear of crime. Respondents who reported higher satisfaction with the police also reported significantly lower fear of crime.
Residents using neighborhood resources more frequently also reported significantly greater fear of crime. Finally, each of the neighborhood control variables was statistically significant.
Again, however, it appears that the results from the combined sample masked important differences between the neighborhoods concerning the social processes at work. This model explained 30.9 percent of the variance in fear of crime.
[Insert Table 5 about here]
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships between collective efficacy, perceptions of incivilities, and fear of crime. Field surveys from a random sample of MiamiDade residents in four neighborhoods, Liberty City/Brownsville, Bunche Park, Seminole Wayside Park, and East Little Havana were used to examine whether the effect of collective efficacy on fear of crime was mediated by perceptions of incivilities. The analyses examined results for the combined sample, as well as for each neighborhood individually. The findings suggested important heterogeneity in the social processes that govern fear of crime between neighborhoods. When only examining the results for the combined sample, this heterogeneity 22 would be missed. Only after considering models for each neighborhood separately, is it apparent that some variables were only significant in particular neighborhoods, the relationship between variables differs depending on the neighborhood under consideration, and there was substantial variability in the explanatory power of the models.
For the combined sample, results suggested that the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime was perfectly mediated by perceptions of incivilities. However, when considering each neighborhood individually, a more complex relationship between these variables emerged. In Brownsville, results supported a partially mediated relationship, as collective efficacy remained statistically significant, after perceptions of incivilities was added to the model. In contrast, for Bunche Park, the results indicated that perceptions of incivilities perfectly mediated the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime. In East Little Havana, collective efficacy was not significant even prior to adding perceptions of incivilities to the model. Perception of incivilities, however, remained an important variable for understanding the level of fear of crime. Finally, in Seminole Wayside Park, neither collective efficacy nor perceptions of incivilities were significant predictors of fear of crime. In sum, these findings suggested partial support for the mediating role of perceptions of incivilities in the relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime. The extent of this support differed depending on the neighborhood that is under consideration. While some heterogeneity between neighborhoods was expected, the extent of this heterogeneity was surprising.
One possible explanation for this heterogeneity is that the relationship between collective efficacy, perceptions of incivilities, and fear of crime is that the relationships between these variables at the individual level depend on the aggregate influence of these variables at the neighborhood level. In a Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) framework, this would imply that the neighborhood-level mean for collective efficacy and perceptions of incivilities should be entered as a level 2 explanatory variable (see Wyatt, 2008) . For example, perceptions of incivilities had the no influence in Seminole Wayside Park. It is possible that the variance in individual perceptions of incivilities is overwhelmed by the comparatively low amount of incivilities across the neighborhood. Likewise, collective efficacy was very important in Brownsville. It is possible that because Brownsville had comparatively high levels of collective efficacy, individual-level variation in the perceptions of collective efficacy become more important to understanding individual differences in fear of crime. Therefore, it seems plausible than that some of the differences between neighborhoods in Table 1 might explain these interactions. Unfortunately, the extent to which aggregate neighborhood-level impacts explain the differential relationships at the individual level would require a full HLM model to assess, which is not possible with the data at hand. Future researchers, however, should consider this possibility as it requires only a simple extension of HLM models that are commonly used.
A more theoretically enticing and equally possible explanation for these results is that there are unmeasured neighborhood-level factors that condition the relationships between collective efficacy, perceptions of incivilities, and fear of crime. Obviously, with only four neighborhoods under consideration, it is not possible to assess this hypothesis. It may be helpful, however, to speculate about which variables might be worth consideration. One of the first important variables to consider is crime. As discussed previously, these neighborhoods differed substantially in the amount and severity of crime. It is possible, that the mitigating effect of collective efficacy on fear of crime is only particularly salient in high crime neighborhoods. A second possible variable that could explain the observed differences is average housing value. It is possible that as average housing value increases, the importance of collective efficacy 24 decreases. In wealthy neighborhoods, collective efficacy may be irrelevant as residents are paying for additional measures of social control (i.e., gated entrances, fences to restrict access, private security) or for additional insulation from potentially criminogenic features of the environment (increased distance from urban center, increased distance from crime attractors/generators) as part of the cost of housing. A third variable worth considering is average length of residence. Increased average stability within a neighborhood implies a greater permanence of network affiliations. While individual perceptions of collective efficacy may vary, this variance may be unimportant in neighborhoods with high average length of residence as stable social networks already function to mitigate fear of crime. These potential variables are not meant to represent an exhaustive list of possible explanations for the between neighborhood differences, but merely represents suggestions for further inquiry.
Of course, this study is limited in a number of respects. The results of this study may not be generalizable to other settings. Miami is one of the most demographically and culturally diverse cities in the country and it may be the case that this diversity complicates comparisons in to other cities. Further, this study only examined four neighborhoods within Miami-Dade County, and it is possible that these findings are particular to the neighborhoods under consideration. Another potential criticism of this study is the use of perceptual measures of incivilities as opposed to objective measures of incivilities (e.g., Sampson et al. 1997) . As previously discussed, it is likely that perceptual measures of incivilities have more salience when examining fear of crime. However, the use of triangulated measures would offer a substantial addition to this research. Finally, this analysis did not attempt to disentangle the relationship between collective efficacy, perceptions of incivilities, and fear of crime over time. Additional data where neighborhood residents were administered a series of follow-up interviews over time would be necessary for a more thorough understanding of the dynamic social processes at work.
Despite these limitations, this study offers important insights to policy and future research. For policy, the most important observation is that these findings clearly indicate that context is critical when designing interventions to combat fear of crime. Strategies that may be effective in one neighborhood may not be effective in others. For example, a strategy that relies on strengthening collective efficacy will likely be ineffective in East Little Havana. Likewise, a strategy that focuses on addressing incivilities will have little effect in Seminole Wayside Park.
For this reason, it is recommended that policy-makers engage in an assessment of the social processes linked with fear of crime within the areas of interest prior to designing an intervention.
In regards to future research, the most pressing concern is to replicate these findings in other neighborhoods in other cities to determine whether these results are particular to these neighborhoods in Miami-Dade County. These four neighborhoods consisted of two low socioeconomic status, predominately African-American communities, one low socioeconomic status, predominately Hispanic community, and one working class, predominately Hispanic community. Future research should seek to examine neighborhoods with a greater range of racial/ethnic compositions and economic conditions. When possible, future research should also consider examining a sufficient cross-section of neighborhoods to allow for betweenneighborhood comparisons. These comparisons would enable examinations of neighborhoodlevel variables that may explain the differences observed between neighborhoods. 
